Sept. 2,1871, THE SOLIVITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


797 








<<< ————_____— 





The Office of this Journat and of the Weexity Reporter 
is now at 12, Cook’s-court, Caren-street, W.C. 


The Subscription to the Soutcrrons’ JounNAL ts—TZown, 26s., 
Country 28s.; with the Weexty Reporter, 52s. Payment 
in advance includes Double Nwnbers and Postage. Subscribers 
can have their Volumes bound at the Office—eloth, 2s. 6d., 
half law calf, 4s. 64. 

All Letters intended for publication inthe“ Solicitors’ Journal” 

| must be authenticated bu the name of the writer, though not 

' necessarily for publication. 

Where difficulty 1s experienced in procuring the Journal with 

| regularity in the Provinces, it is requested that application be 

_ made direct to the Publisher. 








Ghe Solicitors’ Journal. 
LONDON, SEPTEMBER 2, 1871. 
——_————- 

_ AMONG THE VOLUMINOUS CORRESPONDENCE, by means 
‘of which our daily contemporaries supplement their 
columns and provide themselves with matter for comment 
“at this slack time of year. has started up an old familiar 
‘topic, that of the paymext of magistrates’ clerks by 
‘salary instead of by fees. The inexpediency of the pay- 
»ment by means of fees is easily pointed out, but the diffi- 
oulty usually felt in such cases is, how to provide for the 

payment otherwise if it is not to be thrown upon the 
“tates. The Borough Magistrates and Town Council of 
Portsmouth have lately followed the example of others 
‘in this respect, and have altered the remuneration of 
their town clerk from the old payment by fees to a salary 
‘of £900 perannum. Re-arrangemeats of this kind re- 


F move at least a great part of the inconvenience. 


A WELL-KNOWN AMERICAN JURIST, the Hon. William 
“Beach Lawrence, has lately reprinted in pamphlet form* 
‘eome letters addressed by him to the New York World, 
-upon the newly-made Treaty of Washington; and it is 
interesting to peruse the dispassionate criticisms of an 
| American lawyer of acknowledged ability upon such a 

topic. In common, as we believe, with all American 
' suthorities who have been able to view the subject dis- 
passionately and willing to consider its questions solely 
"upon their own merits by the light of the international 
law, Mr. Lawrence decisively rejects Mr. Seward’s claim 
'to treat Great Britain’s recognition of the Confederate 
"belligerency as unwarranted by international law. 
' He says:— 
; Sines all other countries, with the exception of 
China and Turkey, equally with Great Britain, recognized 
' the belligerent rigs ts of the Confederates, and though an 
other course would have justly exposed her-to the reproac 
of having violated all the safe precedents of international 
law, the instructions, which Mr. Adams constantly 
evaded, to demand the revocation of the proclamation 
/ Were incessant, and all the injuries resulting from the 
"Maritime operations of the Confederates were attributed 
| to the recognition of belligerent rights—in other words, 
| to England having refused what the United States 
j ves did not dare to do, to treat the Confederates 
' 48 out of the protection of the law of nations. As Mr. Can- 
| Ring, in the analogous case of the Greek revolution, ex- 
plained, there is no alternative, if the belligerency of the 
 Tevolutio: party was not acknowledged, but to regard 
_ them as pirates and hold the ancient government responsible 
' for all injuries inflicted by them. {[t was in vain that Great 
Britain showed that the United States had given to the 
_ World the strongest evidence of the existence of actual war 
by the establishment, among other acts, of a blockade which 
| could only exist as an incident of war; while, unless there 
Was belli cy, there was no excuse for the search of neu- 
. tral v » much less for their condemnation for violating a 
blockade or carrying contraband. The blockade was only one 


* The Treaty of Washington. Letters from the Hon. W. B. 
aerrence, LL.D. Providence: Hammond, Angell, & Co. 








of the consequences of the existence of war ; and whether it 
was officially announced or not to the British Govern- 
ment, before the issue of the Queen’s proclamation, as 
I have elsewhere had frequent occasion to remark, was 
wholly immaterial, provided a civil war then existed. That 
the proclamation had no unfriendly character may be reason- 
ably inferred from the fact, that it was advocated by the 
best friends of the northern cause, including Mr. Forster, 
and was considered by Mr. Seward’s’ minister, Mr. Adams, 
to be, in some respects, advantageous to the United 
States. . . Vessels and cargoes of the aggregate 
value of millions were captured on the Dag of the 
violation of the neutral obligations of England, and the 
rule of continuous voyages was applied, in a more stringent 
sense than ever had been attempted by Lord Stowell, to 
cases of blockade and contraband, before any knowledge 
could possibly have been received, on this side of the 
Atlantic, of the existence of the Queen’s proclamation. 
If there was no belligerency, nothing can be clearer than 
that those captures were all unauthorized. Consequently, 
the proceeds of the prizes would constitute a legitimate 
claim against the United States. Nor is it a slight 
evidence of the fallacy of Mr. Seward’s position as to 
Confederate recognition, that it has received no sanction 
from the most eminent of our own publici Pre- 
sident Woolsey having rejected it as altogether untenable, 
It was stated by the publisher, Little, in his testimony in 
the case of Lawrence v. Dana, that Mr. Seward had refused 
to take copies of the second edition of Lawrence’s Wheaton, 
as Mr. Marcy had of the first, for our ministers and consults 
abroad, on account of the author's repudiation, branded as 
disloyal, of the Secretary’s doctrines, and that Mr. Dana was 
employed to make a loyal book; yet Lord Tenterden, in the 
paper referred to, says that ‘the strongest arguments in 
favour of the recognition of Confederate belligerency are to 
be found in the notes of Mr. Dana’s eighth edition of 
‘“*Wheaton.”’ A still more important circumstance, in 
this connection, is the view uniformly taken of the matter 
by our minister in London.” 

Indeed, as Mr. Lawrence observes further on, 

“ Had England wished to avail herself to our detriment 
of the internal difficulties in which we were involved, she 
had many means of doing so without exposing herself to any 
claims for vindictive damages. No rule of international law 
prevents a country from opening its ag to privateers or 
to the prizes made by them or by public cruisers, provided 
it does it equally as to both parties, and though a prize 
court cannot sit in a neutral country, prizes taken into « 
neutral port may be condemned in the courts of the belli- 
gerent.” 

Mr. Lawrence views the preamble of the first article of 
the Treaty, expressing the regret of her Majesty's 
Government “for the escape, under whatever circum- 
stances, of the Alabama and other vessels from British 
ports, and for the depredations committed by those 
vessels,” as an admission that the United States had at 
least a prima facie claim for indemnity. On one side 
this conciliatory expression of regret was intended as an 
expression of goodwill, but not as admission of any kind. 
If A. complains to B. that he has sustained damnum cum 
injurt@ at the hands of B., B. may say, “I am sorry you 
have sustained damnum,” without admitting the injuria. 
This, however, is a matter of no moment whatever; the 
stipulations of the Treaty are the important matters, and 
they will be honourably carried out by both the con- 
tracting parties. There will be two questions; first, 
the question of due diligence; and separating the several 
cases of the Alabama, Florida, &c., if in any case the dili- 
gence question is decided against Great Britain, there will 
come in the ulterior question of damage, involving the 
considerations of “ reasonable cause ” and “ remoteness.” 

In considering the circumstances of the escape of the 
ships, Mr. Lawrence says it is immaterial what construc- 
tion was given by the Courts of Great Britain to her Neu- 
trality Acts. His position here amounts to this—that a 
neutral ought to have her municipal lawin a position 
to enforce on her subjects conformity with international 
objections. That seems indisputable, but when Mr. Law- 
rence proceeds to deduce the corollary that “ a mere teci- 
nical evasion—as by sailing unarmed and taking the guus 


44 





798 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Sept. 2, 1871. 








on board outside of the port—in nowise alters the 
position of the parties, according to the law of 
nations, whatever its effect may be in construing a 
municipal statute,” he goes a little too far. The 
truth is—the neutral is bound to use reasonable dili- 
gence to prevent the escape, and as between her and 
another Power her own municipal law is merely one 
of the means she is to use: if it does not come up to 
the mark of efficiency, that is her fault. But, on the 
other hand, the neutral is not in the position of a 
guarantor guaranteeing that there shall be no escape; 
she is only bound to use reasonable diligence, and is not 
bound to insure that her means shall be complete or per- 
fect, which, in the nature of things, is an impossibility. 
And, viewed in this light, her municipal law, as one of 
the means employed by her to the required end, may 
surely be material to the question of due diligence. 

A few months ago we noticed in our columns the dis- 
cussions, both inside and outside Parliament, of the 
expediency of that rule of international law under which, 
barring armed vessels, a neutral is under no obligation 
to interfere with a traffic in contraband of war carried 
on by her own subjects. There were some who, startled for 
the moment by the loud expressions of disapprobation 
which the operation of the rule never fails to elicit from 
those who in their turn are the losers by it, were ready to 
exclaim that the rale should be abrogated. But it was 
sufficiently obvious that to saddle neutrals with so vast 
and overwhelming a responsibility would be utterly 
unjust and most disastrously inexpedient, and would, by 
enlarging the area of unavoidable omissions to prevent 
offences, have promoted instead of diminishing the ill- 
feelings so much deprecated. Mr. Lawrence is drawn to 
this topic by a difficulty he feels in reconciling with the 
rule its exception in the case of vessels, and it sounds 
somewhat strange (while it certainly is a testimony to 
his own candour) to hear an American writer advocating 
as the simplest rule for obviating all difficulties between 
neutral and belligerent, the imposition on the neutral of 
preventing contraband from ever being shipped by its own 
citizens. We cannot agree with this; but, at the same 
time, we think that the suggestion thrown out by Sir 
Roundell Palmer when the topic was recently debatedin the 
House of Commons is worthy of the gravest consideration. 
At present a contraband traffic is ignored by the foreign 
administration, but not by the municipal law, of Eng- 
land; the Government will not move a finger for a 
blockade-ranner who is captured, but the Law Courts 
(as in Re Grazebrook, 13 W. R. 627) will decide ques- 
tions of contract, and so forth, arising out of the traffic. 
Sir R. Palmer’s suggestion was that the municipal law 
should simply ignore the traffic and all its incidents, and 
we think that something might be made of that idea. 

Some months ago Lord Redesdale started in the House 
of Lords an idea which might open up a curious ques- 
tion. He asked whether, if the United States, as represent- 
ing the Northern States, can claim from us compensation 
for the Alabama depredations, we, in our turn, 
cannot claim from the United States, as representing the 
Southern States, to be re-imbursed by the actual wrong- 
doers. If we had any claim against the Southern 
States we have the same against the United States, 
since. the conquering belligerent, by receiving the con- 
quered belligerent into partnership, must be regarded as 
having taken her, so to speak, ‘‘ with all equities.’ This 
question is an extremely curious one, and it seems 
scarcely possible to frame a correct parallel to it from 
apy relations between individuals, 





ACCORDING TO A DAILY CONTEMPORARY, an appli- 
cation was made this week to a bench of magistrates in 
Surrey, for relief against annoyance caused by the ring- 
ing of the bells of one of the Richmond churches, which 
stood close to the complainant’s house; and the com- 
plainant was told by the magistrates that they 
could do nothing for her, and if she chose to prose- 
cate her grievance she must take it to another 


court. This brings back the memory of the St, 
Barnabas (Pimlico) and Surbiton Hill bells, which 
gave offence some years ago. It needs no special know- 
ledge of law to determine that the ringing of church 
bells on proper occasions must be privileged. As to 
ringing not directly connected with the religious services of 
the church the case of Martin v. Nutkin, 2P. W. 266 (the 
Hammersmith case), is an authority to the effect that a 
parish or district cun, for a consideration valuable to 
itself, contract itself out of the power of continu- 
ing such ringing. As to the bells of Nonconformist 
places of worship, their sounds seem, so far as legal 
liabilities are concerned, to be on the footing of secular 
noises in general, liable to restraint as nuisances if they 
inflict annoyance on their neighbours. So in Soltau v. 
De Held, 2 Sim. N. S, 133 (the Clapham Chapel case), a 
gentleman living near the chapel of the “ Redemptorist 
Fathers”? at Clapham obtained an injunction against 
the ringing of a peal of six bells, because, unlike 
& church, the chapel had no legal privileges... On 
the whole, however, Dissenting chapels rarely possess 
peals of bells,or there might have been more cases of the 
same kind. 





THe INDIAN LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL has recently 
enacted a new Statute of Limitations for India, which 
is entitled “‘The Indian Limitation Act, 1871,” and is 


new Act came into force upon the Ist of July last, it is 
not to apply to suits instituted before the Ist of April, 
1873, so that there is an ample margin allowed—as there 
should be in all such cases—for enforcing claims which 
otherwise would be barred by the new enactment, and for 
studying the effect and operation of that enactment. 

The Act—looking at it asa whole and ignoring certain 
more or less obvious defects—is a model of simplicity, 
brevity, and comprehensiveness. After three introductory 
sections comes the fourth, which enacts that, ‘‘ subject to 
the provisions contained in sections 5 to 26 (inclusive) 
every suit instituted, appeal presented, and application 
made after the period of limitation prescribed therefor 
by the second schedule hereto annexed, shall be dismissed 
although limitation has not been set up as a defence.” 

The second schedule is divided into three divisions 
(1) suits, (2) appeals, (3) applications. The first’ 
division is further sub-divided into Parts according to 
the length of the period of limitation, which varies 
from thirty days in the case of a suit to contest an 
award of the Board of Revenue under Aot xxitI. of 1863, 
up to sixty years in the case of a suit in the name of 
the Seoretary of State for India in Council. The schedule 
j8 arranged in three columns, thus :— 


Period of 
Limitation. 





Time when period 


Description of suit. enins te Sen. 





56 For money payable | Three years} When the loan is 
for money lent made 

57 Like suit when the Do. When the cheque is 
lender has given paid 
a cheque for the 
money 











It will be noticed that each description of suit is num- 
bered, and when we state that 169 different descriptions 
of suits, appeals, and applications are thus treated, it will 
be seen how comprehensive the schedule is. 

The provisions of sections 5 to 26 contain nothing very 
novel or remarkable, except, it may be, section 14, which 
enacts that “on completing the period of limitation pre- 
scribed for any suit the time during which the defendant 
has been absent from British India shall be excluded, 
unless service of a summons to appear and answer in the 
suit can, during such absence, be made under the Code 
of Civil Procedure, section 60.” The 60th section of the 





i Code applies only to persons resident out of British 
Iudia, and makes service uf » summons to defend a suit 





destined to supersede Act xiv. of 1859. Although the © 


on Ch ee ie Se oe i ee 


eS a a ee a ae 


sb o@mi@oaeoeene’ se ei HH © @ & & et ht oe ot Fm me BS 


 waetae eet rmrocmae toe oe 


Sept. 2,1871. THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


799 








sufficient if ‘‘ addressed to the defendant at the nlace 
where he may reside and forwarded to him by post.” 
Therefore if a defendant be temporarily absent from 
India, the time of his absence is allowed to the claimant for 
the purposes of limitation, but if the defendant be per- 
manently resident out of India there is no allowance, nor 
is there any allowance for the absence of the claimant. 





WE ARE GLAD TO OBSERVE that the Inns of Court 
Rifle Volunteers are to be represented at the ‘“‘ Autumn 
Camp of Exercise ” by a detachment of some seventy-five 
men, some of whom have enrolled themselves for the 
whole sixteen days, and some for the first aad second 
eight days respectively. The detachment is to parade 
in marching order on Friday, the 8th, in Lincoln’s-inn, 
for inspection of kits, &c., and early on Saturday this 
detachment of the lawyers will take its departure for the 
scene of action. 





SOLICITOR’S CHARGE ON A FUND RECOVERED 
OR PRESERVED THROUGH HIS INSTRUMEN- 
TALITY. 

The recent decision of Vice-Chancellor Wickens, in 
Lumley v. Desborough (19 W. R, 1025), that a solicitor 
who has been employed by a married lady to defend her 
suit was entitled toa charge for his costs upon an 
annuity settled to her separate use without power of an- 
ticipation, is a decision of so much interest to the pro- 
fession as to warrant us in recurring to a subject which 
we discussed rather fully (13 S. J. 314) when comment- 
ing _— Scholefield v. Lockwood (17 W. R. 184, L. R. 7 


The 28th section of the Solicitors Act of 1860 (23 & 
24 Vict. c. 127) enables the Court or judge before whom 
any action, suit,or other proceeding shall be depending, to 
declare any solicitor employed in prosecuting or defend- 
ing the same entitled to a charge for the amount of his 
taxed costs on the property “recovered or preserved” 
through his instramentality—the words “recovered or 
preserved” being applicable, according as the solicitor 
may be employed for the plaintiff or the defendant—and 
to make such order for payment of such costs as the 
court or judge may think proper. Such charge, it is 
scarcely necessary to add, only extends to the particular 
costs of the suit in which the property has been 
recovered or preserved (Ex parte Thompson, 3 L. T. 
N. 8.) The section conferring the right to it is, according 
tothe Master of the Rolls in Scholefield v. Lockwood (sup.), 
a remedial enactment, and to be construed liberally, 
being designed, according to Vice-Chancellor Wickens in 
Lumley v. Desborough (sup.), to extend to other property, 
a charge analogous to that which a solicitor has as an 
officer of the court on a fund recovered or preserved in a 
suit, and actually in court; it having been held by the 
House of Lords in Shaw v. Neale (6 W. R. 635) that a 
solicitor has not a charge for his costs on real estate re- 
covered for his client in a suit, though he has the ordi- 
nary lien on the documents relating to the same, if they 
happen to be in his hands. 

The enactment has, upon the whole, received a liberal 
construction. In Watson v. Round (12 W. R. 402) 
the solicitor had acted for the plaintiff in. a fore- 
closure suit, and a decree having been obtained 
through his instrumentality, it was held that he was en- 
titled to a charge for his costs on the estate foreclosed. 
In Scholefield v. Lockwood (sup.) he acted for one of 
the defendants in a foreclosure suit, and having suc- 
ceeded on appeal in varying the decree in his client’s 
favour, and in resisting claims of the plaintiff in work- 
ing out the deorees, it was held that he was entitled to a 
charge on anything that might be coming out of the 
estate to his client (who became a bankrupt after the 
decree), which had been preserved through his, the solici- 
tor’s, instrumentality. This decision follows Bailey v. 
Birchall (2H. & M. 871), where the solicitor for the 
plaintiff, in a suit in which an interim order was made 





to prevent executors from selling their testator’s estate, 
and in which a receiver was subsequently appointed by 
consent, was held entitled to a charge for his costs of the 
litigation, irrespective of his client’s interest in the pro- 
perty, and although it might turn out that the latter had 
not and never had any interest in it, the fact being that 
the fund had been preserved for all parties. So in Ziry- 
nam v. Porter (19 W. R. 151, L. R. 11 Eq. 181), the ap- 
pointment of a receiver, whereby the property was effec- 
tually preserved, was a step which Vice-Chancellor Bacon 
considered entitled the solicitor obtaining the order to a 
charge upon the interest of the parties in the property. 
And in Smith v, Winter (18 W. R. 447) the solicitor acted 
for the defendant in an administration suit, who had 
possessed herself of the testator's property. In the 
course of the suit some dividends were ordered to be 
paid to her as they accrued due, and Vice-Chancellor 
James held that her solicitor was entitled under the Act 
to a charge on them. 

According to Baileyv. Birchall (sup.) the property 
need not be the property of the client of the solicitor | 
claiming the charge ; and all that is essential is that the 
property should have been recovered or preserved through 
the solicitor’s instrumentality. In Benié v. Howitt, 
however (18 W. R. Ch. Dig. 128, L. R. 9 Eq. 1), which 
seems to be directly opposed to Bailey v. Birchall in 
principle, Lord Romilly said that the charge given by the 
statute is only a charge on the property of the person 
who employs a solicitor, and cannot be extended to the 
property of others, who have not employed the solicitor. 
We do not pretend to reconcile the two cases, but it will 
be probably thought that the decision in Benié v. Howitt 
is more in accordance, at all events, with the literal 
reading of the section, which enables the Court to declare 
the solicitor entitled to a charge upon “‘ the property re- 
covered or preserved” and not “his client’s interest 
in ” such property. 

In Bonser v. Bradshaw (10 W. R. 481), which was an 
application by a solicitor for an order to charge the real 
estate of an infant with the costs of a suit instituted 
for its recovery, Lord Justice Turner asked whether the 
solicitor could be said to have been employed by the 
infant, within the meaning of the section; whether, in 
fact, the relationship of solicitor and client could exist 
between them; and in Lumley v. Desborough Vice- 
Chancellor Wickens treated it as clear that an infant 
cannot employ a solicitor, so that an infant's property is 
not within the Act, if the word “ employed” is to receive 
a strict construction and the enactment only applies to 
the case of an adult client, who is under no disability. 
This, however, is not the intention of the Act, according 
to the Vice-Chancellor in Lumley v. Desborough, and we 
think we are warranted in supposing that Bonser v. 
Bradshaw would not be followed. 

It is laid down in Seton (p. 839) that the enactment 
only applies to persons sui juris, but even if this be true 
in the case of an infant, according to Bonser v. Brad- 
shaw it is not true of married women ; for a married 
woman is in equity competent to “employ” a solicitor in 
matters connected with her separate estate, although she 
cannot at law (Qulds v. Sansom, 3 Tau. 261). 

The peculiarity in Lumley v. Desborough (sup.) was 
that the separate estate upon which the solicitor sought 
to obtain the charge was settled with a restraint on an- 
ticipation; and it was contended that theCourt could not, 
therefore, make the order. This leads us to consider 
what is the nature of the restraint upon anticipation. 
Where a clause against anticipation is attached to the 
separate estate of a married woman she is deprived her- 
self of the power of disposition, but the Court is not 
deprived of the power of dealing with the property, as 
the circumstances may require. Then the Leases and 
Sales of Settled Estates Act (19 & 20 Vict. ec. 120) 
provides (s. 37) that no clause or provision in any 
settlement restraining anticipation shall prevent the 
Court of Chancery from exercising any of the powers 
conferred by that Act; and it has been held that a share 
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of real property then settled can be sold by the order of 
the Court in a particular suit (Fleming v. Armstrony, 13 
W. R. Ch. Dig. 69, 34 Beav. 109). And property thus 
settled, where the woman has married since the passing 
of the Married Woman’s Property Act, 1870 (33 & 34 
Vict. c. 93), s. 12, is liable to be taken in execution for 
a debt incurred by her previously to marriage (Sanger v. 
Sanger, 19 W. R. 792). To conclude, Lumley v. Des- 
dorough seems to establish, so far as the decision of a Court 
of first instance can, the right of a solicitor to obtain a 
charge for his costs on the property recovered or pre- 
served through his instrumentality in all cases, whether 
the client be under liability or not, exactly as if the pro- 
perty were represented by a fund in Court. 





POWERS—EXECUTION IN EXCESS AS TO 
OBJECTS. 

In the execution of a power of appointment it is of 
great importance to be mindful that the trae objects of 
the power, and they alone, are made the appointees. A 
neglect of this precaution has often been fatal to the 
whole intended destination of the property. Though 
there are instances where an error of this description 
msy not be utterly destructive of the disposition intended, 
yet the limits within, and the definition of the circum- 
stances under, which this may be the case have long been 
doubtful questions in the law of powers, and it can 
-carcely be said that the matter, even now, stands upon 
an intelligible and definite foundation. 

Prim4 facie it is quite clear (according herein with the 
conclusions of ordinary reasor) that a power to appoint 
among acertain class of objects does not enable an appoint- 
ment (asan appointment simpliciter) toany but the persons 
designated in the instrament creating the power, though 
ander the equitable doctrine of a supposed double opera- 
tion of the appointment there are instances where a power 
+9 appoint to children has been held to support appoint- 
ments, in furtherance of a marriage settlement of one of 
the objects, to his or her children, and even to a husband 
or wife (Goldsmid v. Goldsmid, 2 Hare, 187; Wombwell 
v. Hamrott, 14 Beav. 143). This rests, however, on the 
groand that there is,in substance, first an appointment 
ny the donee of the power to the valid object; and 
secondly, a settlement by the appointee of the property 
in question. Considered, however, as a direct exercise 
of a power of appointment, the duly qualified appointee 
is the only person who can take ; on him and him alone 
the energy of the appointment is to be directed, and 
is exhausted in ite application to him. What then is the 

‘consequence of appointing to others than the lawful 
objects ? If the appointment be to strangers only, the 
a sswer is obvious and simple; they take nothing; the 
execution guoad them is a nullity and has no operative 
effect. But if unqualified persons are mixed with 
qualified ones, the consequence to the latter may be 
highly detrimental, varying, in effect, under different 
circamstances, from partial disappointment up to utter 
deprivation. Thus in a leading case where there was a 
power to appoint among children by will, and an appoint- 
ment was made, as to part of the fand, to trustees to 
pay the interest to a married daughter for life for her 
sepatate use, and at her decease upon trusts for her chil-- 
dren a she should appoint; in default to the children 
equally: if no children, if the daughter survived her 
busband, to be paid to her for her only use, but if she 
died in the lifetime of her husband the fund was to go 
over in certain proportions to persons who were objects 
of the power: it was held that the appointment of the 
life imterest-to the daughter was good, but that to her 
children, as not being objects of the power, washad. But 
it was clearly held that if the daughter left children at 
her death none f the limitations after the daughter's life 
estate could take effect, though made to persons who 
were lawial wbjects of the power, for the children, 
though they wuld not take themselves, would prevent 
the Mmitation over (Alerander v. Alexander, 2 Ves, G49). 





In this same case the Master of the Rolls, Sir T. Clarke, 
also held that an appointment to trustees in such manner 
as they should think most beneficial for the personal 
support and maintenance of her son Francis and his wife 
and children, though clearly void as to the wife and 
children, as not being objects of the power, could never- 
theless be upheld on the principle of a gift to several 
persons in the nature of joint tenancy, where some are 
capable and others not, in which case those who are 
capable will take the whole, and he held that the son 
took the benefit of the whole in this case. This latter 
doctrine has, however, been doubted (2 Sug. Pow. 70), 
and, we believe, has not been followed. 

It is well settled that a gift under the execution of a 
power embracing objects not within the line of perpetuity 
is wholly void, and those who might have been legally 
appointed are, ia consequence of the unlawful association, 
entirely excluded from any benefit under the gift. Thus 
in a case where personal estate was settled on marriage, 
subject to the life interests of husband and wife, among 
all and every the children and grandchildren or issue of 
the marriage, in such shares and proportions and in such 
manner as they or the survivor should appoint by deed 
or deeds or by will, and in default of appointment among 
the children and grandchildren or issue living at the 
decease of the survivor—payable at twenty-one or 
marriage—and a declaration that the issue of any child 
or children deceased should, in case of non-appointment, 
take only their parents’ share, the wife became the 
survivor, and by her will gave part of the fund to trustees 
in trust for E. D., one of her daughters, for life, and 
afterwards to transfer the fund among all her children 
by any husband in equal shares, and if she should leave 
no children by any husband living at her death, or all 
should die before twenty-one or marriage, she appointed 
the fund to her son R. D. and daughter M.D. Lord 
Alvanley, Master of the Rolls, held that a valid appoint- 
ment might have been made to the issue, in any degree, 
at the death of either the husband or the wife, but the 
testatrix had here appointed io all the children her 
daughter might have at any time during her life. At 
first he thought that as she might have appointed to the 
three children living at the time of her death, when she 
appointed to all, these three might be considered as the 
sole objects; but on consideration, and particularly 
looking at the case of Gee v. Audley (1 Cox. 324), he 
was satisfied it could not be done. ‘the whole appoint- 
ment, beyond the daughter’s life interest, was therefore 
totally void (Routledge v. Dorriil, 2 Ves. Jun, 357). In 
this case, too, Lord Alvanley held that the gift over to 
the son and daughter in case of failure of the children 
(not objects of the power) would clearly be prevented, 
if such children existed, but, even if they did not exist, 
he thought, upon the reasoning of Lord Kenyon in Gee 
v. Audley (sup.), he must stil] hold the limitation over 
would be bad. 

It would seem, however, that where the gift over, after 
an appointment to invalid objects, is made to competent 
objects, in case the invalid objects should never exist 
after the taking effect of the deed or will executing the 
appointment, the gift over may be supported in event 
upon the same doctrine as that of a contingency with 
double aspect (Crompe v. Barron, 4 Ves, Jun, 681), 

In the case of Routledge v. Dorrill it will be observed 
that there was no mode of ascertaining what part of the 
fund should, consistently with the intention of the person 
exercising the power, be attributed to those who were 
capable, owing to the uncertainty of the class which was 
adjoined to them; but where the fund is given amongst 
several objects, some of whom canuot take, but the excess 
that is badly given can be ascertained, the objects who 
are capable can in most cases take their shares—i,c, such 
as would be attributuable to them if those with whom 
they are conjoined in the appointment had been capable. 
Asif the fund were given between the parent capable 
and his children incapable, in equal moleties, or equally 
among the objects of the power and » definite number of 
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strangers living and ascertained, it should seem that the 
capable objects could take the shares they would have 
been entitled to if the whole appointment had been valid 
(2 Ves. 644, 4 Ves, Jun, 786, 2 Sug. Powers, 72). This 
doctrine has been sanctioned by actual decision. In a 
case where the donee of a power to appoint among her 
children by a first marriage, having four children by the 
first and three by a second marriage, appointed the fund 
equally among alJ her children, and it was held that the 
first class of children took each one-seventh by appoint- 
ment, and the other shares went as in default of appoint- 
ment (Sadler v. Pratt, 5 Sim. 632). Where a partial 
interest only is given to the capable object—-as, ¢.7., a life 
estate—and a remainder is given over to incapable objects. 
Here, as the excess is always immediately ascertainable, 
the partial gift is held to be good, and the ulterior gift 
has no effect whatever, but the interest imported by it 

as in default of appointment (Brudeneli v. Elwes, 
7 East. 442; Bristow v. Ward, 2 Ves. Jun. 336,350). So 
if a valid appointment be made to a competent object, 
and an attempt be afterwards made to limit it over wholly 
or partially to incompetent objects, the appointment to 
the latter will be disregarded and the prior valid appoint- 
ment will remain (Carver v. Bowles, 2 Russ. & My. 304; 
Kampf v. Jones, 2 Keen, 756). 

In the case of an uncertain incapable class being’ con- 
joined with those who are capable, as in Routledge v. 
Dorrili (sup), where the possibility of children being 
born after the decease of the appointing testatrix made 
the whole appointment bad, it seems to have been thought 
that the ground of the vice of the appointment to the 
capable objects was to be referred to the intention of 
the donee of the power, who designed that the qualified 
persons should take such a proportion of the fund as 
could only be measured by reference to a class which, from 
its fluctuating nature, furnished no certain boundary for 
the admeasurement of the shares of the capable objects, 
and being also strangers to the original donation, there 
was no ground for suspending the effect of the appoint- 
ment till the fluctuating class, by becoming fixed and 
ascertained, would furnish a basis of measurement (see 
2 Sug. Pow. 72, et seq.). 

In a modern case a somewhat different view was taken. 
There the terms of the appointment comprehended a 
class embracing as well objects that were competent 
as also persons who might come into existence after the 
decease of the donee, of the power at which period it was 
considered that the class of capable appointees was to be 
ascertained, but inasmuch as the whole class of appoin- 
tees must of necessity be ascertained within the line of 
perpetuity from the time of the making of the instru- 
ment creating the power, it was held by Vice-Chancellor 
Kindersley that the appointment was not void ad initio, 
but might wait the result, and if no farther members of 
the class came into existence the appointment would 
take effect wholly in favour of those capable, and if 
others should come into existence within the limited 
time (which was the lifetime of the tenant for life of 
the fund) the shares of the capable class would be mea- 
sured by the concurrence (for the purposes of such 
measurement) of the additional incompetent members 
(Harvey v. Stracey, 1 Drew. 187). Such seems to be 
the necessary effect of the Viee-Cbancellor's reasoning. 
His language, however, on this point was as follows : 
“If the fund is appointed not entirely to objects of the 
power, but partly to strangers, it will still be valid guead 
those who are the objects of the power, and the appoint- 
ment will fail only as to those persons who are not 
objects of the power (id, p. 137). The Vice-Chan- 
cellor referred the whole question, as raised by the 
decisions in Gee v. Audiey, and Routledge v. Lorrill 
(udi. sup,), to the ground of whether the contingenoy 
could or could not be ascertained within the line of per- 
petuity, 

The point ie again discernible in a recent case, A 
testator vested real and personal estate in trustees, upon 
trust for his wife for life, and after her dGeaease to sell 





and hold the proceeds for such of his children as should 
be living at the death of his wife and the issue then 
living of his children, as his wife should appoint by deed 
or will, and in default as therein mentioned. After tes- 
tator’s decease the wife by will appointed two-fifths of 
the residue in trust for T. F. S., a son, for his life (sub- 
ject as therein provided), and after his decease to his 
children as he should appoint, so that the benefit of such 
appointment should vest within twenty-one years from 
the death of T. F.S., and if there should be no child of 
T. F. S. who should acquire a vested interest in the said 
trust fund, under the trusts aforesaid, then upon trast 
for T. F. S. his executors, administrators, and assigns 
absolutely. With a proviso that if T. F. S. should alien 
or dispose of his share, or should become bankrupt, the 
trust in his favour should cease, and the fund should te 
held by the trustees for the support, maintenance, or 
otherwise for the benefit of his wife and children, as the 
trustees in their discretion should think proper, and as 
to the wife to her separate and inalienable nse. After 
the death of the widow T. F. S. became bankrupt, and 

it was held by Vice-Chancellor Bacon that the appoint- 
ment over on T, F. S’s bankruptcy was clearly an excess 
(presumably as made for the benefit of the wife and 
children, and as to the children not confined to such as 

were living at the death of the donee of the power), and 
the Court could not distinguish between such parts of it 
as were good and such as were bad. Then the former 
gift must be resorted to, and the delegation of the power 
to T. F.S. was clearly bad, upon the undisputed maxim 
“ delegata potestas non potest delegari ;” therefore upon 
the bankruptcy of T. F. S. all which, but for the bank- 
ruptcy, would have been his (including, we presume, the 

benefit of the absolute appointment to him on the non- 
vesting of his children’s interests) passed to his assignee 
(Stockbridge v. Story, 19 W. R. 1049). An attempt was 
made to show that the proviso for cesser was valid, 

though the gifts over might be bad, and therefore that 
the fund after the bankruptcy was unappointed. The 
Court, however, disregarded this argument. This is a 
collateral point to the subject of this article, but the 
judgment of Vice-Chancellor Sir. G. Turner, in Rochford 

v. Hackman (9 Hare, 481), may be usefully referred to 
on this head. 

It is not stated upon what ground the Court was 
unable to distinguish between such parts of the gift over 
on bankruptcy as were good and such as were bad— 
whether because the interests of the wife and children 
were so intermixed as to be inseparable; or if they ad- 
mitted of separation, whether, because the class of 
children was not confined to those in existence at the 
death of the donee of the power, who alone were 
capable under the original gift. On this latter groand 
there seems to be some difficulty in reconciling the deci- 
sion with the principles enunciated by Vice-Chancellor 
Kindersley, in Harvey v. Stracey (sup.), as the whole 
class of children must of necessity have been ascertain- 
able in the lifetime of T. F.S.,a period clearly within 
the line of perpetuity. 

The case of Harvey v. Stracey (sup.) mast, we think, 
be considered, as to the point above referred to, to have 
introduced a view differing from that which prevailed 
previously. This, we think, is apparent from the ob- 
servations of Lord St. Leonards (2 Powers, 6 ed. 73). 
In the last edition of his work, p. 507, his Lordship 
refers to the case of Harrey v. Stracey, and to the point 
in question, as having been held by the Vice-Chancellor, 
but expresses no opinion thereon, We are not aware 
that this point has ever been judicially disoussed since 
the case of Harvey v. Stracey, nor whether the authe- 
rity of that oase, as to this doctrine, has ever been fol- 
lowed 


——————— eee 


The Lord Chancellor and Lady Hatherley have left their 
town residence in Great Geonge-strect, Westminster, and 
have arrived at Purley-hall, near Reading, their country 
abode 
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RECENT DECISIONS. 
EQUITY. 
PRACTICE—SECURITY FOR CosTs. 
Re Home Assurance Association, V.C.W., 19 W. R. 947. 


It was decided in Ex parte Latta (3 De. G. & Sm. 186) 
that a petitioner for a winding up order, described as of 
Edinburgh, must give security for costs, as a preliminary 
condition to hearing the petition, and the same course 
was pursued here. So, too, a plaintiff resident in Ire- 
land, who files a bill here, must give security (Hiil 
v. Reardon, 6 Mad. 46). In fact, every person resident 
beyond the jurisdiction of the Court, who initiates pro- 

— in it, must give security for costs if required to 

80. 

In holding that the respondents in Re Home Assur- 
ance Association (sup.) had not waived their right to re- 
quire security for costs by filing affidavits in opposition, 
the Vice-Chancellor followed Murrow v. Wilson (12 Beav. 
497), where this point was determined. It was held also 
in Athins v. Cooke (5 W. R. 381, 3 Dr. 694), that it was 
not irregular for the defendant, after he had filed evi- 
dence, to give a substantive notice of motion that the 
plaintiff might be ordered to give security for costs, he 
being out of the jurisdiction. It was said in Ez parte 
Seidler (12 Sim, 106), which if questionable per se by 
reason of it not being found in the registrar’s book, has 
been followed in other cases, that a defendant does not, 
by simply defending an application against him, lose 
the right to require security for costs. It might be 
otherwise, the Vice-Chancellor added, if he were to 
originate proceedings; and we find by Mason v. Gardner 
(2 Bro. C.C. 609 n,) that adefendant who took a material 
step in the cause, after notice that the plaintiff was ont 
of the jurisdiction, was held to be thereby precluded 
from moving for security. 

The proper amount of security, we may add, on the 
authority of Re Home Assurance Association, is £100. 
In Partington v. Reynolds (6 W. R. 307), where se- 
curity was required from a claimant under an adminis- 
tration decree, £40 was the amount fixed. In Atkins 
v. Cooke (sup.) the amount was the same: see also Re 
Pasmore (1 Beav. 94), where £40 was fixed by consent. 
‘The amount of security required in a cause from a plain- 
tiff out of the jurisdiction was increased from £40 to 
£100 by Order xL. 6, and in Ex parte Latta (sup.) £100 
was required for security from the petitioner. There is 
therefore now no distinction in the case of a petition, as 
stated in Dan]. Ch. Pr. 5 ed. p. 33n.), but £100 is the 
proper sum in all cases for which the bond is to be given. 


COMMON LAW. 
CARRIERS—PASSENGERS’ LUGGAGE. 
‘Macrow v. Great Western Railway Company, 
QB., 19 W. B. 873. 

The plaintiff, returning with his household from 
Canada to England, had among his luggage various 
articles of bedding, with which he intended to provide 
his new settlement, wherever it might be. The de- 
fendants, by whose line he travelled, lost his goods, and 
he sued them for damages; and having on the trial re- 
covered damages, from the calculation of which the 
bedding was (among other things) excluded, he ob- 
tained a rule to increase the damages by the value of 
the excluded articles. After hearing the rule argued the 
Court took time to consider, and at length delivered a 
judgment in which an attempt is made to settle some 
general rule by which to determine what is “‘ passergers’ 
luggage.” “ Whatever,” says Cockburn, CJ., delivering 
the judgment of the Court, “the passenger takes with 
him for bis personal ease or convenience, according to 
the habits or wante of the particular class to which he 
belongs, either with reference to the immediate neces- 
sities or to the ultimate purpose of the journey, must be 





considered as personal luggage.” Apparel for use or or- 
nament, the sportsman’s gun and fishing-rod, the artist’s 
easel, and the student’s book are mentioned as instances, 
“and other articles of an analogous character, the use 
of which is personal to the traveller, and the taking of 
which has arisen from the fact of his journeying.” 
“On the other hand, the term ordinary luggage, being 
thus confined to that which is personal to the passenger 
and carried for his use or convenience, it follows that 
what is carried for the purpose of business, such as 
merchandise or the like, or for larger or ulterior pur- 
poses, such as articles of furniture or household goods, 
would not come within the description of ordinary lug- 
gage, unless accepted as such by the carrier.” 

It is to be feared that notwithstanding this careful 
attempt at discrimination the question is not much 
nearer to a settlement than it was before, and the oase 
cannot be safely cited to prove anything except that 
bedding is not ordinary passengers’ luggage. When the 
term is allowed to include what the passenger carries for 
ultimate purposes, but not what he carries for ulterior 
purposes, inasmuch as the superlative is larger than the 
comparative, it must be assumed that ultimate and 
ulterior are used with a different reference, and that by 
the latter term is signified something beyond any 
purpose, even an ultimate purpose, of the journey. 
But the ultimate purpose of the journey is something to 
be done after the journey is accomplished, and is thus 
distinguished from the necessities of the journey itself, 
and this is shown by the instances put ; in fact, almost 
everything a passenger ever carries is carried for such 
purposes. But where these ultimate purposes end, and 
the purposes which are ulterior to them, and are there- 
fore not purposes of the journey at all, begin, is far from 
clear. The distinction might be drawn between a per- 
manent settlement at the journey’s end and a mere tem- 
porary sojourn, but this is not expressed in the judg- 
ment, although it would apparently suit the facts of the 
case. That distinction would not, however, apply to mer- 
chandise carried for sale, for there the sojourn is only in- 
tended to be temporary. It would be open also to this 
objection—that a passenger might recover for a loss, on 
his journey out, of that in respect of which he could 
not recover on his journey home ; or if things originally 
taken out were held to retain their character on their 
way back, this would not apply to anything newly ac- 
quired and on the road to its ultimate destination. If, 
again, the test of personal use is applied, it is hard to 
say that a man does not as much personally use his bed 
as any article of clothing. And if it is said that the 
things must be such as people ordinarily carry, 
it was answered in this case that emigrants ordi- 
narily do carry their bedding, and emigrants are 
just as much a class as artiste or sportsmen. It 
is not therefore easy to see that this case has really 
contributed to the solution of the vexed question, 
What is passengers’ luggage? and we cannot help 
entertaining a doubt whether the case was rightly de- 
cided, whether the true application of the test of per- 
sonal use would not have given the plaintiff his damages, 
and whether the test of ulterior and ultimate purposes. 
was not an entirely falae and impossible ground of dis- 
tinction. It may at first sight appear that. the qualifi- 
cation, “the taking of which has arisen from the fact of 
his journeying,” gives some assistance; but on examina- 
tion the test will be found to fail, for if it means any- 
thing to the purpose it must mean that the traveller 
takes the things for the sake of the journey, and does 
not take the journey for the sake of the things, But 
though this would exclude merchandise carried for sale, 
it would equally exclude many other things which are 
certainly included in passengers’ luggage and moat of the 
things mentioned as such in the judgment; indeed, it 
would exclude everything not required by the fact of 
moving about from place to place. If, on the other hand, 
it only means that the journey must form the ocoasion 


or create the necessity of taking them, then certainly the: 
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plaintiff's goods would have fallen within the description, 
which would in fact be as wide as any passenger could 
desire. 
NorTIcE OF ACTION. 
King v. Chamberlain, C.P., 19 W. R. 931. 

It is not, perhaps, to be wondered at that, in interpret- 
ing clauses in Acts of Parliament which provide for the 
protection of those acting in pursuance of the statute, by 
requiring notice of action, the analogy of action for 
malicious prosecution should have been often though 
erroneously followed, and a similar test applied, Of 
course, if the thing done were in reality in pursuance of 
the statute, no action would lie, and, therefore, no notice 
of action would be required, or, at least, not for the same 
reason. On the other hand, if the statute were made a 
mere pretence, and the Act were really one of wilful malice, 
the clause would obviously have no application. Assum- 
ing, then, a wrongful act, but the existence of an honest 
and bond fide belief in the defendant, what must be the 
contents of that belief? Not, certainly, that he is acting 
by virtue of such and such a chapter of such and such a 
volume of the statute book ; but, upon the other hand, 
not merely a general belief that he is acting legally; an 
error as to the law will not help him here more than 
elsewhere. It remains, therefore, that the error must be 
an error as to the facts; and, putting together rightlaw 
and wrong faote, it results that he must have thought 
facts to exist which, if they had existed, would have made 
his conduct lawful under the statute in question. The 
only question that remains is whether, in addition to this 
bond fide belief in the facts, there must have been reason- 
able and probable grounds for the belief. It has been 
for some time settled that this need not be proved, al- 
though the existence of such grounds may be an argu- 
ment in favour of, and their absence an argument 
against, the existence of the belief. Downing v. Copel 
(L.R, 2 C. P. 461), however, and Lester v. Hart (L. R. 
30. P. 322), have apparently misled some people, although 
both cases were really illustrations only of the proposition 
that it is not enough for a man to believe generally that 
he is acting legally, and that his error must be not in the 
law but in the facts. In the latter case, however, it must 
be admitted expressions are used which might mislead; 
it is useful, therefore, to have the principle so affirmed, 
and those expressions explained, as was recently done in 
King v. Chamberlain. 


Scr. Fa.—DISCRETION OF CouRT. 
Lee v. The Bude Railway, C.P., 19 W. R. 954. 

In this case the Court held that, although they had a 
discretion under 8 Vict. c. 16,8, 36, as to allowing a 
writ of sci. fa, to issue to enable a judgment creditor of 
a railway company to get execution against the share- 
holders, yet that this discretion was a judicial discretion 
to be exercised according to known rules of law. Where, 
therefore, there is a primd facie legal claim and no suffi- 
cient answer in equity, and the writ is sought for the 
purpose of enforcing such claim without vexation or 
Oppression, the Court is bound to enforce the claim, 
thongh there are circumstances in the case of which the 
members of the Court may not individually approve. 
The importance of this case is merely that it somewhat 
restricts the generality of expressions used both in the 
head notes and judgments of two former cases (Scott v. 
The Usbridge Railway Company, 14 W. R. 893, L. R. 1 
0. P. 496, and Shrimpton v. he Sidmouth Railway Com- 
pany, L, R.3 C. P. 80). Those cases were commented on 
by us in a leading article shortly after their decision (12 
S. J. 92), and explained in accordance with the present 
decision of the Court. As then pointed out by us, the 
fact of the Vourt having some disoretion in the matter 
is of considerable importance ; for injustice muat not 
infrequently be done, if the Court were bound to issue 
the writ in all cases where the formalities of the statute 
had been complied with, 





PAROL EVIDENCE. 

Morgan v. Griffith, Ex., 19 W. RB. 957, L. R. 6 Ex. 70. 

This case is an important instance of the admission of 
parol evidence, the effect of which was substantially to 
add a term to a written lease. The plaintiff, the intend- 
ing lessee, complained of the land being: overrun with 
rabbits, and desired a term to be inserted in the lease 
binding the defendant, the lessor, to destroy them. This 
was refused, but the plaintiff would not sign the lease 
until he had obtained a distinct verbal promise to the 
same effect. For the non-performance of this i 
he now sued the defendant, who contended that evidence 
of the promise was inadmissible, as its effect would be to 
alter the terms of the written document. The Court, 
however, held that the promise was collateral, and was 
supported by the consideration of the signature of the 
lease. In Lindley v. Lacey (17 C. B. N. S. 578, 34 
L. J. C. P. 7), Erle, CJ., said, “The question is, 
does it appear from the written instrument that it 
was meant to contain the whole that was intended to be 
binding between the parties ? If so, nothing can be added 
to it, If this does not appear, then an agreement upon 
a distinct matter may be shown to have been made orally 
and may be enforced . . . whether the oral agreement 
preceeds or be contemporaneous with the written agree- 
ment is of no consequence, provided it be on a distinct 
collateral matter;” and Byles, J., said, ‘“‘ A series of cases 
beginning with Davis v. Jones and Pym v. Campbell, and 
followed very recently in Wallis v. Littell in this court, 
shows that evidence may be given of an oral agreement, 
which constitutes a condition on which the performance 
of the written agreement is to depend ; and if evidence 
may be given of an oral agreement which affects the 
performance of the written one, surely evidence may be 
given of a distinct oral agreement upon a matter on 
which the written contract is silent.” The facts to 
which these observations applied were, that the plaintiff, 
who was sued on a bill he could not meet, and was also 
under-tenant to defendant in premises which the 


superior landlord was threatening with distress, agreed 
in writing to give up possession to the defendant and to 
sell him the furniture for a named price, andin the same 
instrument authorised the defendants to settle the action 
on the bill, and deduct the amount from the price of the 
furniture. At the same time it was orally agreed 
that the defendant should settle that action, and 


it was only on that footing that the plaintiff 
signed the agreement. It was for the breach of 
this oral agreement that the action was brought, and, 
on the grounds above mentioned, sustained. The test 
given by Erle, C.J., was in fact inapplicable to that case, 
and is practically useless. It never does appear other- 
wise than by inference from a written document that the 
parties intend it to contain the whole agreement. It is 
assumed they do so intend, for the very reason that they 
reduce their agreement to writing ; they do not say “ we 
mean this to be the whole agreement between us as to all 
the matters mentioned in it,” but that intention is in- 
ferred. If that inference had been pressed strictly, it 
would have excluded the oral agreement, for the subject 
matter was certainly mentioned in the writing. It could 
not be truly said the written contract was silent as to 
the matter ; that it was silent as to the oral agreement 
is necessarily involved in the state of facts which raised 
the question, and was the very reason why oral evidence 
became necessary ; but it referred in terms to the subject 
matter of the agreement, namely, the settlement of the 
action on the bill. A decision against the plaintiff 
would, no doubt, have worked great injustice; but never- 
theless (perhaps for that reason) the case certainly 
goes a long way. Not quite so far, however, as the 
present case, which suggests the question whether, 
if the agreement had been to keep down the rabbits 
during the whole term, it would (apart from any ques- 
tion on the Statute of Frauds) have been admissible in 
evidence? It is not easy to see any reason why it should 
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not, ur why any other agreement relating to the pro- 
mises demised, not actually repugnant to the lease, 
should not be admitted. If this should prove true, 
there will be nothing to reject in it. To support such a 
promise there must be a consideration, so that (unless 
there be some payment or separate counter promise) it 
must be made a condition of entering into the contract 
of demise; it must be a promise to be performed within 
a year; and the party seeking to rely upon it must 
always be prepared to show some good reason why (if it 
would naturally be looked for there) itis not to be found 
in the lease. Having regard to the cases above men- 
tioned, we must, it seems, infer that its qualifying word 
coliateral means only “additional to and not incon- 
sistent with’ the written agreement. 








APPOINTMENTS. 


The Hon. GowRAN CHARLES VERNON, Recorder of Lin- 
coln, has been appointed, by the Lord Chief Justice of Eng- 
land, to be Revising Barrister for Cambridgeshire and the 
Isle of Ely. Mr. Vernon is the second son of Lord Lyve- 
den (formerly Mr. Vernon-Smith, who was for some years 
President of the India Board), by the daughter of the 
second and last Earl of Upper Ossory. He was born in 
1825, and was educated at Eton and at Trinity College, 
Cambridge, where he graduated B.A. in 1847. He was 
called to the Bar at the Inner Temple in June, 1850, and 
for some time practised on the Midland Circuit; but 
when the Counties of Northampton and Leicester were 
added to the Norfolk Circuit he chose the latter. The 
Hon. Mr. Vernon has been Recorder of Lincoln since 1859. 


Mr. Water Buitar Ross, of Ipswich, solicitor, has 
been appointed one of her Majesty’s Coroners for the county 
of Suffolk. The election took place on Tuesday on the 
Cornhill, Ipswich, and Mr. Ross, who was proposed by 
Lieut.-Col. Phillipps, and seconded by Mr. T. D’Eye Bur- 
roughes (both magistrates for the county), was unopposed. 
Mr. Ross was admitted in 1857, and was one of the three 
prizemen of that term. He has since January, 1860, held 
the office of deputy coroner for the county, and for some 
years was also deputy coroner for the liberty of the Duke of 
Norfolk, in Suffolk. He is clerk to the guardians and 
assessment committee of the Ipswich Union, a perpetual 
soramissioner, &c. He was appointed by Lord Westbury the 
solicitor for prison adjudications, &., in bankruptcy in 
the county courtat Ipswich (under the orders of May, 1862), 
and held that appointment until the general abolition of such 
offices in 1864. Mr. Ross (who also holds the office of 
prosecuting officer under the Vaccination Acts) is the author 
ofa recently published work on the “ Systematic Enforce- 
ment of Compulsory Vaccination.” He contested the 
county coronership'in 1860, against Mr. F. B. Marriott (now 
the other coroner) but on that occasion was defeated after 
2 four dayv’ poll. 

Mr. T. Covsims, solicitor, of Portsmouth, has been elected 
Clerk to the magistrates of that borough, in the room of Mr. 
S. Greetham, resigned. Mr. Greetham, who had held the 
office for upwards of thirty-five years, resigned a few weeks 
since ; the magistrates and town council having agreed 
that payment by fees should henceforth be abolished, the re- 
couneration of his successor was, after some deliberation, fixed 
at £900 a-year. At the election, which took place on Tuesday, 
there were six candidates for the vacant office, bat the contest 
lay practically between Mr.Cousins and two others, Messrs. A. 
Hieliard and B, W. Ford, of Portsmouth, and after a very 
close contest Mr. Cousins was elected. Mr. Consins was 
wriued in 1854, and filled for five years the post of 
managing clerk to 4 firm in London. Since then he has 
teen in Portemouth, where he has been located for 
cmelve years. Im consequence of his appointment, Mr. 
(crvne has reigned the office of Solicitor to the Borough 
A Vortementh Licensed Victuallers’ Aswciation. He will 
enter on Wis new duties on the 7th October, 

Ms, Grows MAGS, wilicitor, of Carlisle-strect, Soho- 
unre, was ton ected Treasurer of the county of Middle- 
th, i wmccmmon vo his uncle, the late Mr. Charles W’ettitt 
Sen. Mia. G. Allen i# aon of Mr. John Williain Allen, 
CANAH, Whe ie Cetk w the Commissioners of Taxes, and 
ty tie \eeming magistreve of the parish of At. Anne, 





Westminster. He was admitted in 1850, and has for many 

ears been assistant clerk to his father in the Tax Office, 
Xi. Allen, the new County Treasurer, is a member of the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 








GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE BANKRurtcy Act, 1869. 

Sir,—Given the following facts and in the order stated :— 
(1.) Seizure by an execution creditor of goods of his debtor 
(or trader) for a debt under £50, no act of bankruptcy hay- 
ing been at that time committed ; (2) after the seizure a 
petition for liquidation filed by the debtor ; (3) followed by 
an order restraining the sherifi from proceeding to sell, upon 
which he withdraws ; and (4) an appointment of a trustee 
at the meeting of creditors. Now, considering the opinion 
you have already expressed (14 S. J. 834—836), icularly 
with regard to the case of Ex parte Veness (18 W. R. 979), 
and bearing in mind the recent case of Slater v. Pinder (19 
W. R. 778, L. R. 6 Ex. 228), is the execution creditor in 
the above case entitled to be paid his debt and costs in full 
by the trustee out of the proceeds of any sale of the goods 
seized? Counsel has advised that he is, but the 
registrar of the county court in which the proceedi 
are pending has decided otherwise, giving as his reasons for 
doing so, (a) that Slater v. Pinder is an authority only on 
the question of egal ownership as between the execution 
creditor and the trustee under the circumstances there 
stated; (b) that it does not affect cases where the discretionary 

wer “ given to the Court for eguitadle purposes. by section 
13” [these are his own words] has been exercised; and (c) 
that he is bound to follow the Chief Judge’s decision in 
Ex parte Veness, and not, even if he has the power, the case 
at common law. Is not the learned registrar wrong on 
all the above points ? A CounTRY SoLiciTor. 


[We are not at all surprised, having regard to the yarious 
decisions upon this subject, that registrars, and judges too, af 
local courts of bankruptcy should hitherto have felt them- 
selves in a difficulty: nor are we at all surprised that the 
particular registrar in question should have arrived at the 
conclusion at which he did. Indeed, he was probably right 
in doing so; on the ground that the chief judge in bank. 
ruptcy constitutes the court of appeal from local bankrupte 
courts, and those courts are therefore bound to follow his 
decisions. The Chief Judge in Bankruptcy clearly showed, 
in Ez parte Veness and other cases, that in his opinion, 
though the seizure under an execution precede any act 
of bankruptcy, yet, if a petition in bankruptey or for 
liquidation were presented before sale, and an injunction 
granted restraining the sale, this had the effect of defeating 
the execution and giving the goods ‘o the trustee; and, in 
Ex parte Rock (19 W. R. 677), he expressly decided in ac- 
cordance with this view. We have repeatedly stated our 
opinion that the Chief Judge was wrong inall this, In 
Slater v. Pinder the Court of Exchequer laid down the law, 
as we thought, rightly. And now the Chief Judge’s decision 
in Ez parte Rock has been reversed by the Full Court of Ap- 
peal (Lord Hatherley, L.C., James and Mellish, L.JJ.,19 W.R. 
1129). This decision seems to set the matter at rest. It estab- 
lishes that the title of an execution creditor is now, as (subject 
to section 184 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1549) it was betore 
1869, complete upon seizure, and cannot be defeated by any 
subsequent act of bankruptcy ; and tbat the injunction to 
be granted under section 13 is not a means for enabling 
Courts of Bankruptcy to exercise any discretion as to who 
shall have a debtor's goods, but is only a means of protect- 
ing those goods, pending the decision of the question who 
is entitled tothem. It follows that, since this decision of 
the Court of Appeal, the registrar's judgment, as reported 
by our correspondent, cannot be sustained.— Ld, S.J.) 


Tuy New Baxxnvrrey Act axp ‘ LiguipAtions,” 

Sir,—1 enclowe two absurd ‘‘ paragraphs,” headed “ Local 
Liquidations,” cut out of the newspapers of a large town. 
Of course, all your readers are aware of the “ bankrupt 
manufactories,"” which were set up hy “accountants” in 
eomnection with a certain clase of attorneys who were con- 
federate with them ; and that they became a social pest. For 
some time alter the passing of the new Adt which demolished 
the bankrupt manufactories,”” it vowed av if business of 
this description would be left to “ow in ite natural channel, 
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and fall into the hands of respectable solicitors. The en- 
closed paragraphs will, however, prove that “ liquidation 
manufactories,” conducted by a similar class of persons as 
those for bankrupts were, are about to become a similar 
nuisance. I not stop to show the public mischief 
worked by these people, who hunt up tradesmen and others 
in money difficulties, and urge them to go inte liquidation 
for their own mercenary ends ; but I desire to ask a ques- 
tion apropos to the business of your journal, which I should 
like to see answered by yourself or your correspondents. I 
would, bean 6 first observe, that the object of the para- 
graphs (which are no doubt advertisements disguised) is of 
course to bray up the name of the attorney and the “ jackal,” 
as I find the accountant is called, though it should be put, 
the ‘“‘jackal” and the attorney ; for there is no doubt the 
attorney not only stoops to let the “jackal” find the game, 
but is also content to have only the bones, thrown to him 
by his de facto master. For this I may probably be told 
there is no remedy; such practitioners take their standing 
and are reckoned at what they are worth ; to which I reply, 
that is all very well, but for all that they effectually dam 
up the stream, which would otherwise 
into the offices of better class men, and there are many such 
not possessing enough of a i gl description of practice, 
who would be glad to take that of li iain and who 
would conduct it more to the benefit of the public than the 
pettifogging advertisers. 

Having premised thus much as regards the interests of 
the profession, I would, in reference to these ‘‘ Local 
Liquidations’’ paragraphs, ask, if, supposing the practice 
to be discussed by competent functionaries, it would not be 
held to show a serious misapprehension of his duty, his ig- 
norance, in fact, for an attorney to send statements to news- 
papers, trumpeting to the world that certain of his clients 
are insolvent ; orif he does not send them, to allow them 
to appear ; the meee which the law requires must of 
course be given, 
business would to this needful and prescribed publicity add 
a publicity needless and uncalled for, as a trap to eatch busi- 


ess, 

I also enclose an advertisement which will show anether 
encroachment on professional business. Hitherto sales by 
auction have been looked upon as ‘‘a trump card” for 
solicitors ; here is a sale to be conducted by an “ account- 
ant” as far as appearances go; no doubt there is a con- 
federate in the shape of an attorney in the background. but 
you see if this be so, he is kept in the background : the re- 
cent Bankruptcy Act has set this dodge a-going also, as this 
advertisement is headed ‘‘In Liquidation.’ 

In theory a solicitor is a gentleman, and is supposed to 
occupy a good position in society, but in the present day, if 
he wants to live by his business, he had better take his 
stand among the practitioners I have alluded to, and divide 
his profits with a “jackal ;” or, better still, desist taking 
out his certificate, and go in for an “ accountant” with no 
position, but plenty of “cheek” ; which latter quality pos- 
sessed by a roe is just getting of more value in towns in 
which small tradesmen and the lower classes preponderate 
than a solicitor’s qualification, though accompanied by the 
soundest legal knowlege and strictest propriety of conduct. 

A Souicrror. 








OBITUARY. 


MR, G. HILLYER. 


The office of Clerk to the Coach and Coach-harness 
Makers’ Company of the City of London has again become 
vacant, by the death of Mr. George Hillyer, solicitor, of 
Fenchurch-street, who expired ot Wengats on the 25th 
August, after a few days’ illness, at the age of fifty-eight 
years, Mr. Hillver, who was admitted in 1852, was ap- 
pointed only « few weeks since to succeed the late Mr, 

condary Potter as Clerk to the Coachmakers’ Company. 
He was a member of the Incorporated Law Society and 
senior partner in the firm of Hillyor & Fenwiok. 


: MR. 8. HEELIS. 

Mr. Stephen Heolis, solicitor, of Pendleton, near 
Manchester, died at his residence, Above Bank, Grasmere, 
Westmorland, on the 26th of August, at the age of seventy 
years, Mr, Heelis was certificated in 1826, and many years 


this business 


ut I apprehend no solicitor who knows his | 





ago took an active partin Manches‘erSpolitics. In 1853 he 
was elected an alderman for the borough of Salford, and 
twice served tke office of mayor—uamely, in 1855-6 and 
1856-7. In 1857, during his mayoralty, the Art 
Exhibition was held at Old Trafford ; and on the occasion 
of the Queen’s visit to’the exhibition he was offered the 
honour of knighthood, but declined—the honour being 
accepted by Sir James Watts, then mayor of Manchester. 
At the end of his mayoralty in 1857, Mr. Heelis resigaed his 
connection with the Salford Town Council. As a Conserva- 
tive agent he worked actively on behalf of his party at con- 
tested elections—notably in 1852, when Mr. Loch and 
Captain Denman unsuccessfully opposed the return of 
Messrs. John Bright and Milner Gibson. Mr. Heelis took 
an active part in the formation of the Salford Volunteer 
Corps, and was a liberal subscriber <o itsfunds. The public 
institutions of Salford and Manchester were also greatly 
benefited by his professional assistance. He was a member 
of the Manchester Law Association, the Metropolitan and 
Provincial Law Association, and of the Solicitors’ Benevo- 
lent Association. He had been for many years in partnership 
with Mr. William Slater, under «he style of “ Slater, Heelis, 
& Co.” 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 
METROPOLITAN AND PROVINCIAL LAW ASSO- 
CIATION. 


At the meeting of the managing committee, held on Tues- 
day, August 1, 1871—present, Mr. J. A. Rose, in the chair, 
Mr. E. F. Burton, Mr. J. Kingsford, Mr. F. R. Parker, Mr. 
W. Shaen, Mr. C. F. Tagart, Mr. J. S. Torr, and Mr. Stephen 
Williams—it was resolved, on the motion of Mr. C. F. Tagart, 
seconded by Mr. E. F. Burton, ~ That the committee desire 
to record their deep regret for the sudden loss of their valued 
colleague, Mr. Field, one of the founders and most active 
members of the association, and to bear testimony to his un- 
tiring zcal in the promotion of the objects for which it was 
formed. The committee gratefully acknowledge the eminent 
services he has rendered, rot only to the profession to 
which he belonged but to the public at large, by the employ- 
ment of his great abilities during a long and laborious 
career, in instituting or forwarding many important 
measures of law reform, especially those which have 
resulted in the abolition of the cumbrous, expensive, and 
dilatory practice, until recently the standing reproach of our 
Courts of Equity, and in procuring a suitable site and 
initiating the plans and works for the erection of a Palace of 
Justice worthy of this great nation. That the committee 
desire to express to Mrs. Field and his family their sincere 
condolence on the sad loss they have sustained.” 








A GERMAN ADVOCATE’S OATH. 

The following isa specimen of the oath to be taken bya 
German advocate before admission to practice :— 

“* You shall promise and swear that, after his highness, 
the duke and lord, Lord —— (here follows the name of the 
prince), Duke of ——, has granted you the licence to prac- 
tise law as a member of the bar before all courts and pablic 
authorities of this state (the dukedom of ——), you will be 
faithful, obedient, and subject to his highness and his hi 
legal successor in the government; show obedience to the 
constitution; faithfully keep and observe the laws and 
ordinances especially, according to your best knowledge and 
understanding; faithfully and industriously aid every body, 
the poor man quite as willingly as the nch man, without 
fear of the courts, to his right, by advice, speech, and ac- 
tion; not overchange parties with fees; not obstruct the 
amicable settlement of law-suits, but further it as much as 
possible; not retard or hinder justice in any way whatsoever; 
never give countenance to dishonest designs of parties, par- 
ticularly not sv t to any party or any aceused person 
groundless subterfages and statements contrary te trath, or 
recantation; and if you should find the cause of a party, in 
your persuasion, to be without foundation, or not based 
upon the Jaw, and you could not amicably dissuade sach 
party, as is your duty to do, from its intent, not represent 
it in court in such cause any longer; and ever, in any case 
taken in hand by you, speak and act more than yeu are in- 
atructed to do; keep secrets intrested te you inviolate; take 
sare of and return in good time pr iio papers and reeords 
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laid before you or communicated to you; keep safely funds 
which may be intrusted to you, and give a conscientious 
account of them ; and finally, show to the public authorities 
and courts, before which you will appear as counsel, due 
respect, and abstain from all invective against the same; 
also, not be prevented from the fulfilment of these duties 
either by favour, gifts, friendship, or enmity, or any other 
cae motive, and altogether so behave as is becoming and 
befitting a conscientious and duteous attorney and coun- 
sellor at law. . 

“ QOath—All that has been read to me now I have well 
understood and solemnly promise to do; I will ye that 
oath firmly, inviolately, and faithfully, so help me God !” 








PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
Last Quotation, Sept. 1, 1871. 

From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 93 Annuities, April, 785 
Ditto for Account, Sept. 1, 93§ Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 93§ Ex Bills, 21000, — per Ct.12 p m 
New 3 per Cent., 93§ Ditto, £500, Do — 12 pm 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan. ’94 Ditto, 2100 & £200, — 12pm 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 4} per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 246 
Annuities,Jan.’80— Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 


(ndia Stk.,104p Ct.Apr.’74,206 , Ind. Enf.Pr.,5 pC.,Jan.’72 100 
Ditto for Account Ditto, 54 per Cent., May,’79 1093 
Ditto 5 per Cent. July,’80 1133 Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 

Ditto 4 per Ceat., Oct. ’88 106 Do. Do ,5 per Cent., Aug. ’73 103 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 20 pm 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4per Cent.95 | Ditto, ditto, under £1000, 20 pm 


RAILWAY STOCK. 





| Railways. 


id.|Closing prices 





Stock! Bristol and Exeter ......ccrssccrssessersesseees 
Stock) Caledomian.......s+.s+ ose sseeeeceeees | 
Stock! Glasgow and South-Western 
Stock Great Eastern Ordinary Stock 
Stock; Do.,East Anglian Stock, No.2 
Stock) Great Northern ..ccssccscessersee evves | 
Stock’ Do0., AStOCK*® ....cesserscsssecceserseceeseesee! I 
Stock} Great Southern and Western of Ireland! 
Stock) Great Western—Original 

Stock) Lancashire and Yorkshire .. 

Stock; London, Brighton, and South 

Stock) London,Chatham, and Dover.. 

Stock) London and North-Western 

Stock’ London and South-Western 

Stock) Manchester,Sheffield, and Lincoln 

Stock! Metropolitan 

Stock Midland 

Stock! Do., Birmingham and Derby 

Stock) North British ....sssssesss 

Stock; North London .... 


eon 








* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. bas been paid to B. 


Money Marker AnD City INTELLIGENCE. 

_Money is plentiful, and prices tend upwards. The fort- 
nightly settlement in railway stocks took place this week, 
and the late rise in these investments has received a further 
stimulus from large purchases. Great Westerns have 
reached the figure of 107-8 (105-6 ex div.), astonishing to 
those who remember the same stocks three years ago at 50. 
This week Great Easterns have made a start forward, and, 
in spite of the late declaration of no dividend, are now 
quoted at 44-5, 


reached the point from which they fell at the time of the late 
Continental complications. The other markets are also firm 
intone. Thenew Spanish 3 per Cent. Loan of £6,375,000 
is to be issued at 31, of which 2 per cent. is to be paid on 
application, and the rest by instalments reaching to the end 


of the year. ‘he subscriptions are to be received on Wed- 
nesday, 








Tue Late Maoistrate’s Cuerx ror Portsmovru.—The 
following resolution has been passed by the borough magis- 
rates of Portemouth:—‘ That in accepting the resignation 


The Indian Guaranteed Stocks seem to | 
work upward slowly but surely—they have now very nearly | 


from Mr. Greetham of the office of their clerk, the magis- 
trates recognise the strict sense of duty which has governed 
him in surrendering the appointment. The magistrates 
desire to record the high estimation they entertain of the 
valuable services rendered for so many years by Mr. Geet- 
ham, to them and to their predecessors, in assisting their 
deliberations with his extensive legal knowledge and experi- 
ence, as well as in the conscientious anxiety he has always 
evinced to aid them in arriving at a just judgment in the 
many doubtful matters submitted to their decision. The 


and consideration which have accompanied all Mr. Greet- 
ham’s intercourse with them. And, in conclusion, they 
express their ardent wishes that, relieved from the anxieties 
of office, Mr. Greetham may enjoy his retirement with un- 
interrupted happiness and satisfaction.’ 


An Opp Casr.—The Wisconsifi State Journal says— 
‘The case of Sutton v. The Town of Wauwatosa, decided 
against the plaintiff below and appealed, has just been 
argued in the Supreme Court. It appears that Mr. Sutton 
was driving some beef cattle to market over a bridge in the 
town of Wauwatoso, adjoining Milwaukee city, when the 
structure gave way, precipitating the cattle below, and 
damaging them to the amount of several hundred dollars, 
Mr. Sutton claimed that the bridge was not in as good.re- 
pair as it should have been, and asked the town authorities 
to pay him for the damage he had suffered by reason of their 
neglect. Not receiving any satisfaction, Mr. Sutton brought 
suit against the town, and the defence set up was that the 
plaintiff was driving his cattle on Sunday, contrary to the 
statute of the State. The Court below held that the defence 
was a good one.” The case, however, had been appealed, 
and seems to have been proceeding when our contemporary 
wrote. 


Tur Law As TO INEBRIATED JURYMEN.—The following 
| remarkable head-note is extracted from the Albany (U. 8.) 
| Law Journal's Digest of Georgia Supreme Court reports:— 
i “ Jurors—When, on the trial of a case, one of the jurors 
; appeared in the morning to be intoxicated, and the attention 
of the Court having been called to his condition, and the 
parties litigant consented to let him remain on the jury, 
and try the case in his then condition, but it appears by 
the affidavits of the bailiff and others that, after the jury 
had been charged with the case in the evening of the same 
day, he left the jury and drank more liquor, and otherwise 
misbehaved, that he conversed with persons during the 
trial in relation thereto, and said ‘that he was against the 
defendant because he was a war man,’ which facts did not 
come to the knowledge of the defendant until after the 
trial,—Held, that by consenting to take the juror in the 
morning in his then intoxicated condition, the defendant 
. did not consent that he should drink any more ardent 
| spirits, nor can such consent be construed so as to sanction 
his subsequent improper conduct in the evening, after ~—_ 
charged with the case. Besides, he was a prejudiced an 
not an impartial juror, and according to the ruling of this 
Court in Blalock v. Phillips, 38 Ga. 216, the verdict should 
have been set aside : Jackson vy, Jackson. 


Mr. Serjeant Sleigh, who has been suffering from ap 
affection of the throat, has been recommended to visit Aus- 
tralia, and leaves England on the 9th September, by the 
Cunard steamer China, for New York, whence he proceeds 
by railway to San Francisco, from which port he will take 
the Pacific steamer to Sydney, 














RIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATGS. 


BIRTHS. 
CorrieLp—On Aug. 30, at Oswestry, the wife of Henry 
Christian Corfield, solicitor, prematurely, of a son, stillborn. 
MARRIAGES, 


LITCHFIELD—DARWIn—On ae 31, at Down, Beckenham, 
Kent, Richard Buckley Litchfield, Esq., of the Inner Temple, 


ty oe Emma, eldest daughter of Charles Darwin, Esq., 


DEATHS. , 
Heriis—On Aug. 26, at his residence, Above Beck Grasmere, 
Stephen Heelis, of Manchester, solicitor, in his 70th year. 
JEANNERET—On Aug. 30, at Coldharbour-lane, Camberwell, 
l — Henry Jeanneret, solicitor, of 7, Danes’-inn, Strand, 
aged 31. 





magistrates also desire to acknowledge the uniform courtesy | 


White, Hy 
Wilkinsoy 
Walbro 
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LONDON GAZETTES, 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
Turspay, Aug. 29, 1871, 
Cookson, Wm Strickland, Robt Arnol2 Wainewright, Richd Pennington 
& Robt Ernest Wainewright, New-sq, Lincoln’s-inn, Attorneys and 
. Aug 25 
socins, Thos Moses, John Claxton Button, & Walter Waring Elers, 
Tavistock-st, Strand, Attorneys and Solicitors. Aug 16 
Roche, Chas M., & Jas Dineley Gover, Solicitors. Aug il 


Winding-up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Farway, Aug. 25, 1871, 
UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY, 

Waterloo and Whitehall Railway Company.—Vice Chancellor Malins 
has, by an order dated Aug 9, appointed John Parson, Bitton House, 
‘Teignmouth, to be official liquidator 

LIMITED IN CHANCERY, 

Per’allt Silver Leai Mining Company (Limited).—Vice Chancellor 
Wickens, acting for the Master of the Rolls, has fixed Thursday, Aug 
3lat 12, at 13, Old-sq, Lincoln’s-inn, for the appointment of an official 
liquidator 

Phenix Silver Lead and Blende Mining Company (Limited). The Mas- 
ter of the Rolls has, by an order dated July 29, appointed Fredk 
Foster Buffen, 15, Coleman-st, to be official liquidator. Creditors are 
required, on or before Oct 14, to send their names and addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to the above. Tuesday, Oct 
31 at 11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and 


claims. 
Friendly Societies Dissolved. 
Fripay, Aug. 25, 1871. 


Benevolent —— Friendly Society, Blue Anchor Inn, Portsea, South- | 
2 


ampton. Aug . 
nang | e- ed Society, Oxford Arms Inn, Brampton Brian, 
i . Aug 2% 
St. James Union Society, Royal Exchange, Bromford-lane, West Brom- 
wich, Stafford. Aug 19 
Tvespay, Aug 29, 1871. 
Bere Regis Friendly Society, Oak Inn, Bere Regis, Dorset. Aug 24 
Bollington Union Friendly Society, Sunday-school, Bollington, Cheshire. 
Aug 25 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Aug 25, 1871. 
Dixon, Sarah, Helmsley, York, Spinster, Sept 30. Arnold v Dixon, 
V.C. Wickens. Bell & Co, Bow Church-yd 
i t, Helmsley, York, Spinster. Sept 30. Arnold v Dixon, 
ens. Bell & Co, Bow Charch-yd 
Hemus, Wm, (and not Hernus, as erroneously printed in the Gazette of 
Aug 18), Ryall, Worcester, Gent. Oct :0. Howship v Hemus, V.C, 
Wickens, Pace, Pershore 
Tuespay, Aug 29, 1871. 
lovelock, Fredk, Watlington, Oxford, Innkeeper. Sept 2. Baylis v Love- 
lock, V.C. Malins. Jones, Watlington 


Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim. 
Fripay, Aug 25, 1871. 
A » Sarah Ann, Lpool, Licensed Victualler. Oct 13. Tyndali, 
ee eens Cottage, Peckham Rye, Esq. Oct 23. Watkins 
ville-et 
lary Bathia, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Spinster. Nov 1. 


ilson &.Co, Cranbrook 
— Richd, Lpool, Decorative Painter. Sept 30. Mason, 


poo! 
Freeman, John, Gaines, Hereford, Esq. Novl. Barneby, Worcester 
— Adam, Brighton, Sussex, Esq. Nov 1. Clarke & Howlett, 
righton 
oe Sarah, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. Nov 1. Clarke & Howlett, 
righton 
Hamilton, Wilhelmina, Brighton, Sussex, Spinster. Nov l. Clarke & 
Howlett, Brighton 


Neweastie-upon-Tyne, Vinegar Maker. Sept 30, 
ull, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Laingon, Fredk, Camden-p!, Lewisham, Linendraper. Sept 25. Tippetts 
& Son, Gt St Thomas Apostle, Queen-st, Cheapside 

Lock, Hy, Nursling, Hants, Gent. Sept 30. Perkins, Southampton 
a — Brockton Grange, Salop, Farmer. Sept 21. Potts & 
Son, Broseley : 

Pinner, Mary, Harwich, Essex, Widow. Sept 30, Barnes, Harwich 

Poole, Walter Guppy, Milton-next-Gravesend, Kent, Brewer’s Clerk. 
Sept 30. Cheesman, Gravesend 

Price, John, Handsworth, Stafford, Engraver. Oct 1. Saunders & 
Bradbury, Birm 

Pryse, John Rees, Pantdrain, Montgomery, Gent. Oct 5. Woosnam & 
Talbot, Newtown 


t, 
—, Sula, West Derby, Lancashire, Widow. Oct 17. Harvey & 
_ Alsop, Lpoo! 
Scholefield, Richa Mortimer, Bradford, York, Gent. Oct 5. Terry & 


Bra 
“ale, Geo, Sloane-st, Paymaster H.M’s R.N. Sept 30. Denny, 
an-8 
Thwaites, Caroline, Furnival’s-inn, Holborn, Spinster. Sept 4. Helder 
& Kirkbank, Gray’s-inn-aq 
White, Hy, Faversham, Kent, Gont. Oct 1. Tassell, Faversham 
eens Betsey, Kennington-rd, Spinster. Oct 1, Harrison, 








+ Mouiton, Harry Jas, Birm, Picture Frame Manufacturer, 


Williams, Ellen, Lrool, Widow. Sept 26. Martin, Lpool 
Williams, Owen, Kirkdale, nr Lpool, Sulphur Refiner. Sept 26. jMartin, 


Lpool 
Willson, John, Framlingham, Suffolk, Surgeon. Novil, Clubbe, 


Fram 
Woosnam, Geo, Lianllwchaiarn, Montgomery, Solicitor. Oct 5. Woose 
nam & Talbot, Newtown 


Touxrspay, Aug 29, 1871. 
a Wm Somerville, Somerset, Gent. Sept 29. Hobbs, jun, 
e' 


Auston, Thos, Abberton, Essex, Grocer. Oct 10. Smythies & Co 
Colchester 

Bousfield, Jas Nichulson, Mansfield, Nottingham, Ironfounder. Oct 31. 
Maltby, eld 

Coley, Anne, Moseley, Worcester, Widow. Sept 30. Allcock & Mil- 
ward, Birm 

Court, Cornelius, Warwick, Watchmaker. Sept 29. Snape, Warwick 

Darnbrough, Nancy, Upbrooks, Clitheroe, Lancashire, Widow. Nov 6. 
Hall & Baldwin, Clitheroe 

Ellyard, Ann, Cottingham, York, Widow. Oct 29. Walker, Hull 

oo Catherine, Brill, Buckingham, Widow. Nov 1. Parker, 


as Ann, Leigh, Lancashire, Widow. Sept 20. Marsh & Son, 
CG) 


Kelly, Wm, Lpool, Accountant. Sept 30. Martin, Lpool 

Pertz, Wm, Endenrich, ur Bonn, Germany, Law Student. Oct 30. 
Fielder & Sumner, Godliman-st, Doctors’-commons 

Prosser, Rev Joseph Camplin, Devauden, near Chepstow, Monmouth, 
Oct 28. Helps, Gloucester 

Slee, Robt, Parish-st, Southwark, Solicitor. Sept] 21. Slee & Co, 
Parish-st, Southwark 

Stansfield, John, Lower Earless, Halifax, York, Gent, Sept 25. Sut- 
cliffe, Hebden Bridge 

Walden’ Hy Edwd, Shoe-lane, Holborn, Basket Maker. Nov 1. 
ham & Son, Bartlett’s-bidgs, Holborn 

Walker, Rebecca, otherwise Rebecca Curtis, Birm. Sept 30. Allcock 
& Milward, Birm 

Walley, Sam. Hanley, Stafford, Corn Merchant. Oct7. Blaokiston & 
Everett, Handi 


Lang- 


ey 
— Jas Bond, West Harnam, Wilts, Yeoman. Sept 30. Hill, 
jury 


Bankrupts. 
Fripay, Aug. 25, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
creditors must forward their proofs-of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
Angerstein, Julius Chas Fredk, Wellington Barracks, St James’-pk, 
Lieut Grenadier Guards. Pet July 20. Hazlitt. Sept29 at 11 
Mackay, Edwd Vansittart, Ryder-st, St James’, Gent. Pet Aug 23. 
Murray. Sept 28 at Il 
Menetrey, Chas, West Perry-rd, Millwall, Shipchandler. Pet Aug 22. 
Spring-Rice. Sept 26 at 11 
Parker, Fredk, Market-st, Licensed Victualler. Pet Aug 22. Spring- 
Rice. Sept 26 at 11.30 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bignall, Chas Page, Portsea, Hants, Potter. Pet Aug 9. Howard. 
Portsmoath, Sept 17 at 1 
Bridge, Elijah, Stockport, Cheshire, Publican. Pet Aug 19. Hyde. 
Stockport, Sept 8 at li 
Grigg. Thos Nattle, Liskeard, Cornwall, Shoemaker. Pet Aug 21. 
Fearce. East Stonehouse, Sept 13 at 11 
Jackson, Geo Miers, Morpeth, Northumberland, Bootmaker. Pet Aug 
21. Mortimer. Newcastle, Sept 6 at 30.30 
TuzspaY, Aug. 29, 1871. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London, 
eyo Thos, Poultry, Gunmaker. Pet Aug 25. 
at 11. 
Hosegood, Thos Wm, & Joseph Turner, George-yd, Whitechapel, Colour 
Manufactarers. Pet Aug 24. Spring-Rice. Sept 15 at il 
Simmons, Joshua, ‘Gilbert-rd, Lower Kennington-lane. Pet Ang 26. 
«. Spring-Rice. Sept 28 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Boden. Saml, jun, Manch, Smallware Dealer, Pet Aug 24. Kay. Manch, 
Sept 21 at 9.30 
Capas, Thos, Willington, Derby, Publican, Pet Aug 23. Weller. 
Derby, Sept 9 at 10 
— John, Derby, Builder. Pet Aug 23. Weller. Derby, Sept 9 
atl 
Haden, Wm Hy, Dudley, Worcester, Ironmaster. Pet Aug 24. Walker. 
Dudley, Sept 14 at 12 
Horsley, Chas, & Richd Horsley, Beccles, Suffolk, Coach Builders. Pet 
Dec 1. Chamberlin. Gt Yarmouth, Sept 12 at 12 
Mitchell, Thos Coliett, Leeds, Druggist. Pet Aug 23, Marshall. Leeds, 
Sept 20 at 11 
Simpson, Randolph, Bradford, York, Confectioner. Pet Aug1l9. Robin- 
son. rd, Sept 26 atil . 
Stewart, Geo Frank, Bristol, Horse Dealer. Pet Aug 23. Harley. 
Bristol, Sept 1! at 12 
Tinti, Alfa, Oardiff, Glamorgan, Outfitter. Pet Aug 23. Langley. 
Cardiff, Sept 13 at 11 
BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 
Farmar, Aug. 25, 1871. 
Dundas, Wm Walter, Colchester, Essex, Lieut 60th Rifles. Aug 5 
Phillipps, John Dennis, Lpool, Cotton Broker. Aug 23 
Pinnick, Thos, Southamption, Butcher. Aug 23 
Tvusspar, Ang. 29, 1871, 


Cotterell, Sam), Halkin-pl, Belgrave-sq, Horse Dealer. Aug 14 
Aug 36 


Marray. Sept 28 





808 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. 


Sept. 2, 18'71, 











Selmon, John Ford, Plymouth, Devon, Corn Dealer, Aug 23 
Walker, Wm, Louth, Lincoln, Coal Merchant. Aug 24 
Watts, Richd, East Stonehovse, Devor, Beerseller. Aug 23 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Farpayr, Aug. 25, 1871. 
Allman, Sam!!, Stockpcrt, Cheshire, out of business. Sept 5 at 11, at the 
Bull’s Head Hotel, Market pi, Macclesfield. Cooper, Cong’ leton 
Batty, Wm, Poultry, Tailor. 
eadenhall st 


— Betty, vit ag — York, Grocer. Sept 8 at 3, at office of 


rey, Cheapside, H. 
pene, Matthew Ey, 2 ay 3 Broadhead, Huddersfield, Woollen 
Cloth Mannfactzrers. Sept 6 at 3, at offices of Mills, Huddersfield 
Broady, Joseph. Midd! lasteough, York, Jeweller. Sept’ 6 at 3,at offices 


of Braithwaite & Co, Albert-rd, Middiesborough. Bainbridge, Mid- | 


dlesbrough 
Brown, Isaac, Gateshead. Duriam, Licensed Victualler. Sept 9 at 12, 
at office of Johnston, Hetton-chambers, Pilgrim-st, Newcastle-upon- 


Tyne 
Creer, Geo, Birm, Ironfounder. Sept 15 at 3, at offices of Rowlands, 


curyutie, Kennedy, Jotn McFadyear, & Fras Bowyer Bowers, Birm, 
Warehousemen. Sept $ at 2, at offices of Lowe, Temple-st, Birm 

Conlan, Wm Joseph, Lpccl, Brewer. Sept5 at 11, m4 office of Etty, 
Lord-st, Lpool 

Cosh, Richd Lawrence, Shepherd’s-bush-rd, Lisonend  Waetnetien:, Sept 
1 at 10, at office of Dobson, Quality-ct, C 

Cresswell, Jas, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Coal aes Sept 8 at 12, 
at offices of Barrow, Queen-st, Woiverhampton 

Cross, Thos Sprawsoa. Oldbury-upon-Severn, Gloucester, Brick Manu- 
facturer. Sept 7 at 1, at the George and Railway Hotel, Temple-gate, 
Bristol. Dauncey, Wotton-cnder-E£ 

Crossley, John, Hsiifax, York, Tea Merchant. Sept 6 at 11.30, at the 
Hen and Chickexs Hotel, Birm. Storey 

ere Roger, Worthing, Sussex, Licensed Victualler. Sept 7 at 

3, at office of Mills, Bond-st, Brighton 

Davies, Evan, Merthyr Tydfil. Glamorgan, Cabinet Maker. Sept 8 at 

oe at offces of Harris & Taylor, High-st, Merthyr Tydfil. Phillips, 


rdare 
=, David Chas, Carmarthen, income r. Sept 12 at ll, at the 
wnhall, Carmarthen. ewes gor & Son, Birm 

Pong Arthar, & Chas Debney, Liverpool, Ha Bakers, Sept 8 at 3,at 
offices of Briant, Winchester- 

Dixon, Wm Bunting, Bilston, Stattord, Chemist. Sept 9 at 11, at offices 
of Barrow, Queen-st, Wolverhampton 

Driver, Jeremiah, & Keighley, York, Soap Manufacturers. 
Sept 8 at 2, at offices cf Robinson & Robinson, North-st, Keighley 

Duckworth, Fredk Jobn, Brabant-ct, Philpot-lane, Wine Merchant. 
Sept 5 at 1, at offices of Honey & & Co, King-st, Cheapside. Thompson 
& Son, Cornhill 

Fennell, Wm Albert, Ripiey, Derby, Draper. Sept 11 at 11, at the Bell 
Inn, Derby. Potter. Derby 

Flukes, Edwin, Bath, Photographic Artist. Sept 4 at 11, at offices of 
Bartrom, Northumberland-bidgs, Bath 

Fowler, Robt, Prestor, Lancashire. Potatoe Dealer. Sept 6 at 2, at 
office of Cunliffe & Watson, Winckiey-st, Preston 

Furniss, Hy Ward, Owsiebury, Hants,Yeoman. Sept 9 at 12, at office 
of Bailey, High.st, Winchester 

Goodwin, Wm Hy, Laurie-pk, Norwood, Builder. Sept 8 at 2, at 145, 
Cheapside. Harcourt & Macarthur. Moorgate-st 

Harrison, John, Morpeth, Northumberland, Watchmaker. Sept 14 at 2, 
at Offices of Garbutt, Col lingwood~st. Newcastle-upon-Tyn e 

Harrison, Joseph, Hastings, Sussex, Fly oe Ang 30 at 12, at 
offices of Langham & Son, Robertson-st, Hasting 

Hassall, Elijah, Stayley, Cheshire, Photo; Anon ‘Sept 12 at 10,30, at 
the Old Three Tuns, ‘Loug Mi!l-gate, Manch 

Heavysidc, Thos Edw, Leeds, Siater. Sept 13 at 3, at offices of North 
& Sons, East-parade, Leeds 

Hickling, Wm, Wilsford, Lincoin, babecwetgie 8 Sept 7 at 2.30, at the 
var sceg a haat Sleaford, Lincoln. 

Hope, ngfieet, Poole, Linen Dra $e t 8 at 11, at office of 
Aldridge & Harker, King-st, Poole iis ’ 

Howard, Hannah, Southport, Lancashive, Painter. Sept 8 at 12, at 
office of Fowler, Clay ‘pce Lpoo 

Jones, Geo Jas, Birm, Licensed Vi iet caller. Sept 6 at 11, at offices of 
PR eng New Hali-st, Bir 

udson, Matthew, Colne, Lancasiire, Butcher. Sept 11 at 3, at office 

“a Hartley, Nicholas-st, Berniev 

Keely, Harold, Boscastle, Corc-wali, Gent. 
house, Boscastie. Smith & Co, Truro 

Little, John Withy, Wick, Gloucester, Sheet Iron Manufacturer. Sept6 
at 12, at offices of Sprod & Sor, Nicholas-st, Bristol. Benson & Ellet- 
son, Bristoi 

Little, Robt, Wangford, Suffcik, Surgeon. Sept 6 at 2, at office of Cufaude, 
King-st, Gt Yarmouth 

Livsey, Jas, Heywood, mony re, Painter. Sept 21 at 11, at office of 
Lawrence, Harrington-st, 

Loasby, Thos, Kettering, iieenien: Shoe ee: Sept 14 at 
12, at office of Hensman, Giles’-st, Northam’ 

Margerison, Sami Fearnley, Bra: _. w ork, Tailor. Sept 8 at 3, at 
offices of Atkioson, Tyrrei-st, Brad 

Marshall, Thos, Oid Kent-rd, oanogy ght 31 at 3, at the Claremont 
Arms, U Grange-rd, Bermondsey 

ae bas Wm, Taunton, Somerset, Draper. Sept 9 at 2, at offices 

& . Paulest, Tacnton 

seediee Thos Matthew, Bradford, York, Stuff no Sept 8 at 
2, a office of Hatchison, Piccadil ly-chambers, B 

Morrison, Chas, Lyool, Merchant. Sept 11 at 1, at rome. of Harmood & 
Co, North Jobn-st, Lpoo!. Laces & Co, Lpool 

Nicholson, Robt Thos, Neviile-ter, South Kensington, no trade. Sept 4 
at 10, at offices of Dobson, Quauty-ct, Chancery-lane 

Pallister, John, Bishopwearmonth. Durham, Grocer. Sept 6 at 11, at 
offices of Hope, Norfoix-st. Sunderiand 

Parkes, Joseph, Stanley, nr Loooi, Licensed Victualler. Sept $ at 3, at 
ofices of Gihsow & Bolland’, sort: Jonn-at, Lpool, Gardner, Lpool 


Sept 7 at 12, at Penagar- 


Sept 4 at 3, at offices of foeer & Son, | 





= chp nm 
ers: age Bedminster, Bristol, Oilman. Sept 6 at 12, at offices. 
of Murley & Sons, Corn-st, Bristol 


Sargent, Geo Fredk Francisco, New Bond-st, Artist. Sept 14 at 2, at 
offices of Lewis & Lewis, Ely-p!, Holborn 


| Shearer, Robt, Splotlands, nr Cardiff, Glamorgan, Draper. Sept 6 at 11, 


at offices of Morgan, High-st, 

Simmonds, Thos Hy, Golden lane, St Luke’s, Box Manufacturer. Sept 
6 at 3, at office of Lewis, Wilmington-sq 

Smith, John Andrew, Birm, Electro-plate Manufacturer. Sept 8 at 3, 
at offices of Marris & Sargent, Waterloo-st, Birm. Rowlands, Birm 

Smith, Wm Wellen, Queen-st, Cheapside, Accountant. Sept 8 at 12, at 

offices of Chidley, Old Jewry 

— Thos Dean, Manch, General Warehouseman. Sept 18 at 3, at 
Office of Rylance, Essex-st, Man: 

Symmons, Jas, Ffynone, Little Roneantin, Pembroke, Farmer. Sept 6 a 
10, at the Townhall, Carmarthen. Lloyd, Haverfordwest 

Ugiow, Wm, Newton “Abbot, Devon, Watchmaker. Sept 7 at 1, at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Queen st, Exeter. Fryer 

Waddington, Abraham, Bradford, York, En poe, Seta 2, at offices. 
of Hutchison, Piccadilly-chambers, Pi illy, B 

West, Walter Walder, Salvington West Tomine, ge Miller. Sept 9 
at 12, at the Terminus Hotel, Brighton. Mant, roe 

Wilson, Geo, Chorley, Lancashire, Beerseller. Sept 6 at 11, at offices of 
Morris, Town-hall-chambers, Chorley. 

Wilson, Wm Hy, Hanley, Stafford, Musie-hall Keeper. Sept 5 at 11, at 
18, 5 Saneme® Hanley. Tennant, Hanley 
‘ood k, Burslem, Stafford, Genera! , oe Sept 18 at 3, at 34, 
Cheapside, Hanley. Sherratt, Kidsgrove 

TurspayY, Aug 29, 1871. 

Bowen, John Thos, Sevenoaks, Kent, Stationer. Sept 21 at 2, at o‘fces. 
of Boyden, South-sq, Gray’s-inn 

Brown, Wm, Gt Gonerby, Lincoln, Miller. 
Hotel, Grantham. Belk, Nottingham 

Bruce, John, Fenchurch-st, Ship Broker. Sept 2 at 3, at offices of Chid- 
ley, Victoria-chambers, Queen Victoria-st 

Burbury, Thos Winter, Bewdley, Worcester, Attorney-at-Law. Sept l2 
at 2, at offices of Corbet, Church-st, Kidderminster 

Bui arton, Johnson, Birm, Grocer. Sept 7 at 3,at officesof Parry, Ben. 
nett’s-hill, Birra 

Butterworth, Arthur Wm, Sheffield, Grocer. Sepc 11 at 4, at offices of 
Clegg, -st, Shi 

Carr, Arthur Mitchell, Sheffield, Chemist. Sept 8 at 1, at office of 
Machin, Bank-st, Sheffield 

Clinch, Chas, Sittiogbourne, pas of business. Sept 12 at 12, at 
office of Hayward, High-st, Rocheste: 

Cole, Moot Geo, a Isle of Wight, Butcher. Sept 9 at 3, at office of 
Hooper, High-st, Newport 

Crane, Jas, Jane-st, Commercial-rd, out of business. Sept 8 at 2, at 
offices of Buckler, Fenchurch-st 

Deakin, Geo, Newton, nr Fawnwarth, Lancashire, Sept 14 at 3, at office 
os Etty, Lord-st, Lpool 

meen Fredk, Gray’s-inn-rd, out oh business. Sept 11 at 10, at offices 

Evans & 60, John-st, 

Encishe Wm, ewetelintees: Tyne, Ti Timber Merchant. 
at offices of Ingledew & Daggett, Dean-st, eet ea e 

Forster, Hannah, ti Kent, Dealer in Fancy Goods. Sept 7 at 
12 King-st, Cheapside 

Gordon, John, Romford, Essex, Builder. aut 15 at 12, at offices of 
Thwaites, Basinghall-st. Dobie, Basingha)l-st 

Hargrave, John, Heaton Norris, Lancashire, Coal Merchant. Sept 12 at 
2, at offices of Makinson & Sons, Market-st, Manch 

Harper Wm & Moses Harper, pete Stafford, Curriers. 

t office of Hall, Lichfield-st, B 


Sept lat 12, atthe Angel 


Sept 6 at I, 


Harris, Robt, Handsworth, Stafford, Builder, Sept 15 at 12, at offices of 
Best & Horton, Newhall-st, Birm 
Hooker, Fredk, Rainham, Kent, Chemist. Sept 13 at 12, at offices of 
Hayward, High-st, Rochester 
Husby, Jas, Eastbourne, Sussex, Lath Render. Sept 12 at 12, at offices 
of Sarr & Gribbie, Abchurch-lane 


Kipping, Joseph, Shotton Colliery, Durham, Tailor. Sept 6 at ll, at 
offices of Proctor jun, Silver-st, Durham 

Lodwick, Lodwick Nickol, Cardiff, Glamorgan, Loe 9 Sept 13 at 2, at 
office of Honey & Co, King-st, Chi Ensor, 

Martin, John Melbourne, Nottingham, Grocer. Sept 11 at 12, at offices 
of Cranch & Rowe, Low-pavement, Nottingham 

Masters, Hy Fras, Rath, Plumber. Sept 11 at 11, at offices of Bartrum, 
Northumberland-bidgs, Bath 

McDonald, Hugh Colville, Fenchurch-st, Merchant. Sept 14. at 12, at 
offices of Kemp & Co, Walbrook 

Morgan, Susan, Bruton, Somerset, Innkeeper. 
Dyne, Bruton 

Morgan, Thos, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Boot Manufacturer. Sept 13 at 2, 
at offices of Williams & Co, St Mary’s-st, Cardiff. John, Neath 

Partridge, Wm, Edgbaston, Birm, Builder. Sept 12 at 12, at the Gb 
Western Hotel, Monmouth-st, Birm. Harris & Co 

Poultney, John, Birm, Nail Manufacturer: Sept 7 at 11, at the Queen’s 

Hote!, Stephenson-pl Birm, Davies, Birm 

Smith, ‘Albert, Sunbury, erga” Draper. Sept 5 at 12, at 33 Gutter- 
lane. Cattling, Basinghall-st 

Smith, Geo Fossel, y tonne 1 ygunatete Carpenter, Sept 6 at 12, at 
offices of Catlin, Basingha) 

Smith, Sydney Wm, Leeds, Woollen Manufacturer. Sept 6 at ?, at 
office of Simpson, Albion-st, Leeds 

faylor, Wm, Sheffield, Grocer, Sept 5 at 4, at office of Sugg, Fig-tree- 
chambers, Sheffield 


Watts, Sami, Canton nr Cardiff, Shoemaker. Sept 8 at 2, at office of 
Waldron, Church-st, Cardiff 

Webber, Jas, Axminster, Devon, Shoemaker. Sept 12 at 2, at the Bude 
Haven Hotel, Sidwell-st, Exeter. Jeffery, Ottery St Mary 

Wilde, Alfred, & Edwin Wilde, Haughton, nr Manch, Hat Manufacturers. 
a 12 at 3, at office of Crowther, Bath-chambers, York~st, Manch. 

nor 

Witt, Isaac, Frome, Somerset, Horse Dealer. Sept 12 at 4, at office of 
McCarthy, King-st, Frome 

Yonge, John, Strand, Solicitor, Sept 8 at 2, at offices of Linklater & 
Co, Walbrook 

Yorke, Edwd, Salford, Lancashire, Tobacconist. Sept 15 at 3, at office 
of Addleshaw, King-st, Manch 


Sept 7 at 2, at office of 


it 13 at 12, ° 


zg 


eres? == || 


is 
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